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EXAMINER^S ANSWER 



This is in response to the appeal brief filed 12/14/01. 

(I) Real Party in Interest 

A statement identifying the real party in interest is contained in the brief. 
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(2) Related Appeals and Interferences 

The brief does not contain a statement identifying the related appeals and interferences 
which will directly affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the decision in the 
pending appeal is contained in the brief Therefore, it is presumed that there are none. The 
Board, however, may exercise its discretion to require an explicit statement as to the existance of 
any related appeals and interferences. 

(3) Status of Claims 

The statement of the status of the claims contained in the brief is correct. 

(4) Status of Amendments After Final 

The appellant's statement of the status of amendments after final rejection contained in 
the brief is correct. 

(5) Summary of Invention 

The summary of invention contained in the brief is correct. 

(6) Issues 

The appellant's statement of the issues in the brief is correct. 

(7) Grouping of Claims 

Appellant's brief includes a statement that claims 17, 18 and 19, 26-29, 31-36 do not 
stand or fall together and provides reasons as set forth in 37 CFR 1.192(c)(7) and (c)(8). 

(8) Claims Appealed 

The copy of the appealed claims contained in the Appendix to the brief is correct. 

(9) Prior Art of Record 

6,043, 1 59 Jacquinot et al. 3/2000 
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5,958,794 



Bruxvoort et al. 



9/1999 



5,733,176 



Robinson et al. 



3/1998 



(10) Grounds of Rejection 

The following ground(s) of rejection are applicable to the appealed claims: 
Claims 17-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). This rejection is set forth in prior 
Office Action, Paper No. 1 1 . 

(11) Response to Argument 

Referring to applicant's argument that the rejection is erroneous because there is nothing 
in the prior art which would have made it obvious to add a surfactant, to the abrasive slurry of 
Jacquinot, this is irrelevant to the rejection because the rejection doesn't combine the surfactant 
into the slurry but the rejection describes that the abrasive particles is mixed with surfactant 
within a polishing pad. The motivation for doing so, to add the surfactant into abrasive particles 
found in col. 20, line 15-19 of Bruxvoort. 

Referring to applicant's argument that Bruxvoort discloses shotgun disclosure of liquid 
media and no disclosure of any particular or particular types of surfactants to be added to the 
liquid to be fed between the pad and the work piece. No particular types of surfactants are 
required for the claims. The claims only cite "a surfactant." For the above reasons, it is believed 
that the rejections should be sustained. The claims do not cite anything about any particular or 
particular types of surfactants to be added to the liquid to be fed between the pad and the work 
piece. In contrary, for more particular types of surfactant, please see Bruxvoort, col. 20, line 65- 
col. 21, line 15. 
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Referring to applicant's argument that the invention provides unexpected result, the 
unexpected improved result is in light of the specification. The unexpected improved result is 
not in the claims. Applicant has not shown the claims, wherein any surfactant would meet the 
claimed limitation, would provide unexpected and improved result. 

For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections should be sustained. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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